This chapter examines the changing ethos and operation of planning in Dublin under the impact of neoliberalism. It reviews the transformation of planning from the mid-1980s towards more overtly entrepreneurial systems of engagement with the property-development sector, working more closely with such interests to facilitate development and emphasising the need for planners to distance themselves from their more traditional self-professed role as guardians of the 'public interest' or 'common good'. It draws on research into the different views and evaluations of the changes in the ethos and functional operation of Irish urban planning which have been expressed by a broad range of planners working in both the public and private sectors, also drawing on interviews with urban managers and academic planners engaged in professional training (see McGuirk, 1992; McGuirk and MacLaran, 2001; MacLaran et al., 2007; McCrory, 2012).
Background
The basis for modern urban planning in Ireland was the 1963 Planning Act which established local authorities as the bodies charged with the task of administering the planning system that was newly put in place. The Act obliged local authorities to adopt a development plan and to update it at five-yearly intervals, setting out the appropriate zoning of land uses. It also became the duty of the local authority to ensure that prospective development conformed to the development plan, the Act creating a system of development control through requiring any development or change of building use to seek planning permission (see MacLaran, 1993; McGuirk and MacLaran, 2001) .
Irish local authorities comprise two elements, the elected councillors who represent area-based constituencies and the officers of the local authority who are full-time administrators, headed by a City or County Manager. Certain local-authority functions are 'reserved' to the elected members, including those relating to the adoption of development plans. Councillors were empowered to revoke or modify a permission to develop land and could require the manager to grant planning permission that would result in a material contravention to the development plan.
1 Executive responsibilities include all functions not reserved to the elected members. Thus, it is the City Manager in Dublin who has overall responsibility for decisions relating to planning applications. In appraising an application for planning permission, the professional planners assess its compliance with the development plan, its scale and intensity of development and the architectural appearance of the scheme and act in an advisory capacity to the City Manager (MacLaran, 1993; McGuirk and MacLaran, 2001) .
Although in the early stages of the 1987 Draft Development Plan Review, business interests in Dublin had their views solicited by questionnaire survey from the planning department and, despite a contemporary notice in the Planning Department of Dublin Corporation that 'Discussion with officers of this department reflects our general policy of being as helpful as possible towards property developers and their agents in drafting proposals', there was little real evidence that planning policy in Dublin during the early 1980s was particularly responsive to private-sector business interests in any major way. Indeed, the planning system was regarded by private-sector developers as being essentially negative, restrictive, bureaucratic and highly time consuming when, for developers, getting the timing right in the completion of development schemes could be crucial to achieving profitability or suffering serious loss (see McGuirk and MacLaran, 2001; MacLaran and Williams, 2003) . McGuirk (1992) found the planning system to have been traditionally characterised by an essentially managerialist agenda. In interview (1996), a senior planner in Dublin Corporation spelled out his role as an 'official in a large organisation. Everything I do is laid out by procedure, legislation, traditional practice, guidelines . . . We are very hierarchical here. It's very authoritative [sic] which, in many ways, is a rigid straight-jacket. The reality is that we operate in tight confines ' (McGuirk and MacLaran, 2001, p. 441) .
However, in evaluating the impacts of changes to the urban planning system in Dublin which have taken place recently under a growing entrepreneurial ethos engendered by the deepening influence of neoliberalism within the Irish state and its transformation to one which has become highly facilitative of property development, it is imperative not to regard such changes as representing a catastrophic fall from some 'golden age' marked by a high degree of public participation. Although planners had commonly regarded themselves as guardians of the 'public interest' or 'common good', they were often dismissive of the role of public participation. One interviewee quoted by McGuirk (1992, p. 266) remarked, 'what's the point? Participation is like buying a dog and barking yourself', while another, commenting on public participation relating to the development
